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HFT II—73TT5 3—WT-Tjprg' ( ii ) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

WTeT WFTT fe M4Mill ( T^TT fel tfUcbt ) ?HTT wfe ffeir WT TrffftftTW 3flft?T 3ft? 3Tf£it£oHTl/ 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


^Jt? ftRTcRT 
(gfcRT-H tmFT) 

^ fftcfeft 31 few, 2015 

W. 3TT. 158.—3Tfft?T ft. XXVII ft WST ftftcl iTRftftf fts 
ftffelT 1908 ft) ETRT 79 ft WIRT TWRT UlRldft' W TUTfe 

wftl fT, few WbR TcW^RT, feft differ I ft WR (l) 
ft ftftftftcl feftblft, feT RRcT TRWR fe ^Mlfed arffthlft 
t, fe) TRfvT dlfeicbl fe fefeR (2) fe fedftcl fftfftfftw fftftl 
WRlft WTfefTfe ft fftftl wft 3TSR1T felfftcl WTRr W IRdTEfR 
wftf cTSTT TTRlTfftcT WVft ftg Piydd WRft t, STajfcT:- 


srffefTTfe WT MdHIH fftftl Wife fftfer ft WW 

( 1 ) ( 2 ) ~ 

imTfr arfSrERpfr (wt), 3 rtu wwft ft ftftftn wit 

RFrfftfeTTeRf, 3 RR W?WT ftftfR ft ftftT ft TTWlft ftftR 
fftcTFT— 793011 ( 3 MlftRT sfttftTfftft ftt ft^Icft) 


( 1 )( 2 ) 

3 T&fftFT, 1971 (1971 cR 40 ) ft 
cTW fftftt Rpfet Wftcn^) ft 
ftftWRRR ^Rf ft=S HWK 
WRT 3 faRT I 37 lft ffttW ftfe RRT 
3 TSRT 3 RT RRjft) 4 >| 4 c ||^1 | 

[WT. fe. T / IV—TJ / 1000 / 2014—fe IV] 

ftfef feRT, 3RR Rffel 

MINISTRY OFHOME AFFAIRS 
(Police-II Division) 

New Delhi, the 31 st December, 2015 

S.O. 158. —In exercise of powers conferred by 
Section 79 of the Code of Civil Procedure 1908, read with 
Order No. XXVII, the Central Government hereby appoints 
the officer mentioned in the column (1) of the Table below, 
being Gazetted Officer of the Government of India, to sign 
and verify any plaint or written statement in any 
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proceedings specified under column (2) of the said Table, 


namely:— 

Designation of the officer 

Suits in particular cases 

(1) 

(2) 

Officer-In-Charge 
(Estate), Directorate 
General, Assam Rifles, 
Shillong-793011 

Any suit or other proceedings 
by or against the Central 
Government arising out of any 
proceedings under the Public 
Premises (Eviction of 
Unauthorised Occupants) Act, 
1971 (40 of 1971) in respect of 
Public Premises belonging to 
the Assam Rifles. 


[F. No. A/IV-A/1000/2014-PF.IV] 
GRACY JAMES, Under Secy. 


f^ecfr, 31 2015 

TF. 3TT. 159.—ERTF/1 ESTFT (STMTcFET SlfMfM 
eTl) STRfREFT, 1971 (l 971 TF 40) F>1 EJTTT 3 UTET 
FTol ^Tf^IvRTf FF TETFT Ml jF? ERFFE FcfFFTET, 
M cTTfelFF F) FFeFT-1 3 MelfM 3 TRifM Ell FRET 
ERFFE F^ ETFFtM SlRuM t, FTl EFET MiReFT ^ 
JETRiM EFTFT 31RfM Pl^F-d FRtfl t cTSJT tJcJTgTTT, FF 
RlM tt ETFET 3 TReM TSJFfEJ RftMT3Tf F) iflER 
EFET SjfeTf^RTM Fl 3TcFfcl TTFEET FTfcREff FF TETFT fM 
M T3FET ETTMf F) FFeFT ( 2 ) 3 frRlfM ERFFfl ESTR 
F^ MetI Fl FtM ETFFT STRrFFM FE RF£ F>cM FF 

FTeET fM, Ajartcf:— 


3TtoFftFFFFFFT ERFFf) FfEER Fh $TR>Elf FET 

FRrrRrFtR F?r E-arEfFr EfFTR 

(1) (2) ~ 

tmrfr srfSrFFft (etfft), 3eft, fhncw, FFTTrfe, FRiyy, 

H^lpl^lldil, 3EFT ETFFEET RlRFF ^'huiMd TT^T, RetKF, 
ftleTFT-793011 f%J7T FET ftcEft EFT EREf SRtT ff 

REFT ETFREET Ft TFTR ff EUftcT 
EFf) ERFFft FRER 


2. FF FRcl ERFFE, ^ H/lcHF F^ fMb 27 ft/HHE, 
2014 F?T FF.3TT. 3260 FF STf^T^Tny EpEEfT % | 


New Delhi, the 31 st December, 2015 

S.O. 159.—In exercise of powers conferred by 
Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorized 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government 
hereby appoints the officer mentioned in the column (1) of 
the Table below, being Gazetted Officer of the Government 
of India, to be estate officer for purposes of said Act and 
hereby directs that the said officer shall exercise the 
powers conferred, and perform the duties imposed, on the 
Estate officers by or under the said Act within the local 
limits and in respect of the categories of public premises 
specified in column (2) of the said Table, namely 


Designation of the officer Categories of the Public 
Premises and local limits of 
jurisdiction 

(1) 

(2) 

Officer-In-Charge 
(Estate), Directorate 
General, Assam Rifles, 
Shillong-793011 

All public premises held on 
charge of Assam Rifles in the 
States of Assam, Meghalaya, 
Nagaland, Manipur, Sikkim, 
Arunachal Pradesh, Mizoram, 
Tripura and the Union Territory 
of Delhi. 


2. This supersedes the notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Home Affairs, 
number S.O. 3260 dated 27th December, 2014 


[F. No. A/I V-A/1000/2014-PF.IV] 
GRACY JAMES, Under Secy. 


FEF F3id<j 

Flj Redl, 19 FRET/!, 2016 
FF. 3TT. 160.—Mb ERFFE, (TFT ^ HIIEHF^F JETtM 
F) M) ERPTTFT fMl, 1976 F) Ml 10 F) vSMpIFH ( 4 ) F) 
3RERH 3, FER HdlcHh F) Mfcl M FTeT fMfelfM 
cblillcHh FTt MlFT 80 FfcRTET ^ Mr F^FlRh)' fj M FF 
FfMeFT 5 TET FTET FR fM t, Me[M FRcfl f:- 
ERM FSJFEFT RlFFEH REFT MM, 

13/36, WT ETcF, #7FT FFffe, ^feEF TFT, 
TRFTEfr-221002 (FtR TFJ?T) 

[ET. |.-11016/l/2015-fl^r] 

/tcF 'TREFT, TEJTF Elf^T 

MINISTRY OF TEXTILES 


[T>T. ET. F/IV-F/1000/2014-"^ TJtF-IV] 

Mr Mr, 3ER Mr 


New Delhi, the 19th January, 2016 

S.O. 160.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Languages (Use for the official purpose of 
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the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government, hereby 
notifies the following office of the Ministry of Textiles, 
more than 80% staff whereof have acquired working 
knowledge of Hindi: 

National Handloom Development Corporation Limited, 
13/36, First Floor, Shri Ram Market, Teliya Bag, 
Varanasi-221001 (Uttar Pradesh) 

[No.E. 11016/1/2015-Hindi] 

GEETANARAYAN, Jt. Secy. 


fan 

(fcRfto ^TTR IcRFT) 

'Ts? Revfl, 30 R'HHC 2015 

^T. 311. 161.—RT^T^cT (M Rf RTTr) 

1970/1980 7f) 7^5 3 ^ vRTsR (l) 7f) RTTST 9fccT, 
f<h<hl^l Tf/pfl (viMshHl' tr 3Tufq trq 3RRU) 3ff§ffif7R, 
1970/1980 7f/f £JRT 9 q?) tjq—SJRT (3) 7^ 7TS (7T) ITRT 
3RvT tr RR/r jqr T^Uf xH^cbK, i)dd£|NI, 

ftff ftcRf, Rj Tff^q, fMEf #jttt f^qprT Tfd <ff. 
RTcffTRURI. /[RT "RT7T 7^ T8 TR tR Tjcpt fq? q> Pl^l0 
R^ef if 'fW'bl'51 Hlftcl) Pl^lcb RfifcT TRcff t I 

[95T.TT. 7/2/2012-ff3lT-I] 
fTRRf Hc^ldl, 3f7R Tff^q 

MINISTRY OFFINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 30th December, 2015 

S. 0.161. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (b) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of The 
Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, 
hereby nominates Ms.Sindhu Pillai, Deputy Secretary, 
Department of Financial Services, as Government Nominee 
Director on the Board of Directors of UCO Bank with 
immediate effect and until further orders vice 
Shri V.LV.S.S.Subba Rao. 

[F. No. 7/2/2012-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

Rex/I, 7 TJRcpft, 2016 

3T. 31T. 162.—frp (q7RT Rf qq§M RTTfsq) 
1970/1980 7^1^37^ RRT3 (l) 7f) RTT2T 9^71, 
fcb0|i| Tf/pfl (\3M0H) qq 3T7ffq qq 3RRUT) Slf^PIR, 
1970/1980 7^) EfRT 9 7(5) \TT— HRT (3) 7f> 7T5 (7T) URT 


RRT 7R RTT/t Tfr^ jqr qf^q TR7|7R, tidd/KI, 

^ Tpr. ^pMKH TR 7^ WT xr gfelT fifR, Pl<^l<b, 

fMRf #jttt qxf- s^qq frp q) P|^|0 R 5 R if 

TR7fq/f qiftdl Pl^lcb qrfifcT Tp^ff f | 

[95T.TT. 7/2/2012—sftel)—I] 
ftTRf Hc^ldl, 3f7R Tff^q 

New Delhi, the 7th January, 2016 

S.0.162. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (b) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of The 
Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, 
hereby nominates Ms.Mudita Mishra, Director, 
Department of Financial Services, as Government Nominee 
Director on the Board of Directors of Indian Bank with 
immediate effect and until further orders vice 
Shri N. Srinivasa Rao. 

[F. No. 7/2/2012-BO-I) 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

7f^ Rctfl, 15 TJRTrfr, 2016 

7FJ. 311. 163.—TI^kT trp (qqsq t/f qq§M TjqTfef) 
R7J/PH, 1970/1980 7f) 7^5 3 Tfl 73q7T5 (l) 7f) TfTST qfecf, 
fcb0|^| qfxpff (v3M0Hl' qq Sfqfq xrq SfcRH) Slf^PlR, 
1970/1980 7$t EfRT 9 Tf^J Xjq—SJRT ( 3 ) 7f> 7R1 (7q) URT 
RRT yiRhdHt 7f5T JFfFr q^ jqr Tfq^Rf TRqqq, klddRKI, 
TTRi/fl 7^ TpTRTf ( 2 ) if RlPlRqte TZftojf TfR 
737 fTT tfTRuff 7 ^ qqqrq ( 3 ) if RPlRte TZff^FTf 7 ^ tf-afR T7 
ThTePJ (l) if RlPlRte f<Rf if dcthlcH TBTTf ^ 3fR 3FT^ 
3TT^?ff cITp, 7fR7fq/r Hlfild) Pl^|0 rRr qR^f f : 


1 2 

3 


1. IxHI'S'hC 7J0 SfT 3{R XR. ^7f, 


SItMtp HcHI^<hK, 

TJTf 

fMRf TfTfR f^TFT 


2. -Rdi frp ^ srtRp ^17 Rr, 

RJT TRf 

Pl^lch, fM^f ^TfTtT 


fTpTFT 



[TT.Tf. 7/2/2012—sTTATl—I] 


ftTJRf Hc^ldl, 3T7R RfRq 

New Delhi, the 15th January, 2016 

S.0.163. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (b) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transffer of Undertakings) 
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Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of The 
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, 
hereby nominate the persons specified in column (2) of 
the table below as Government Nominee Director of the 
Banks specified in column (1) thereof, in place of the 
persons specified in column (3) of the said Table, with 
immediate effect and until further orders:- 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Syndicate 

Bank 

Shri R.N. Dubey, 
Economic Advisor, 
Department of 
Financial Services 

Shri Hindupur 
Pradeep Rao 

DenaBank 

Shri Ashok Kumar 
Singh, Director 
Department of 
Financial Services 

Ms. Anna Roy 


[F.No.7/2/2012-BO-I] 


SET sfk TUiFTTT WcET 

bR fcfeefr, 27 BETclR, 2016 

BT. 3TT. 165.—3fl 4 ill Rl<h fkfTB STRiReFT, 1947 
(1947 F5T 14) cR EJRT 17 7f> SFJTRH R BRTfTR 

fefkfks 7f) BTfBcRf # krg kfRfRfTk Rk 
BRTf) chfjchKl' 7f) tRb 3Rper if fRfke 3(k ill Rich fkfTB if 
Tfrkk FRThR 3?kiilRch sfRfTh^ir, fR^kf $ w RbR 
WfT (154/2012) 7k tfchlRld Thkl t, tR cj)klif TRThR 

7k 27/01 /2016 7k W7T f3TT S4T | 

[Tf. Tef—12011 /31 / 2012. 3fk 3TR (kt—l)] 

fklB TgBR, 3FJBFT SfkfThTk 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 


VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 


tR Rckl, 8 BfBTfk, 2016 

FT. 3fT. 164.—RiJ,Rfd Ekk HRlHkeTlil TlRflcf £TTT 
aijolRd Rni'ch 11-12-2008 k RbiPRbI k btsj bRtt 
BK dk Rvn 4 kh srRfRm, 1934 7k brj 8 7 k tbm—strt (1) 

k 7T3 (7h) £RT BBtT Rkdkf 7hT BBlB TfRcT eB?. kkld 
TRThR, TdBgM, Rf. Bfkcl 3fR. bRr 7k fkfTTh 11-01-2016 

7 k bt trbtct bbbr w tfrR 7k btRtb k #b 7k 
7k SfTffer 7f> feR BT 3FTk 3TTRR cfTh, 75Tt k b?R k, brRtb 
fkk f7h k fkk BTpk k bb BE trRT t I 

[TT.Tf. 7/1 /2012—Rfsff—I (BIR)] 
ftBTB HckHl, 3f7R BlRfTf 


New Delhi, the 8th January, 2016 

S.O. 164. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 8 of the Reserve 
Bank of India Act, 1934 read with guidelines No. 18(52)EO/ 
08(ACC) dated 11.12.2008, approved by the Appointments 
Committee of the Cabinet, the Central Government hereby 
re-appoints Dr. Urjit R.Patel, as Deputy Governor, Reserve 
Bank of India for a period of three years w.e.f taking over 
charge of the post on or after 11.01.2016, or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 7/1/2012-BO-I (Pt.)] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 


S.O. 165. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 154/2012) 
of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of HDFC Bank Ltd. and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 


[No. L-12011/31/2012- IR(B-I)] 
VINAY KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTARCHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX. DELHI 

ID No.154/2012 


Shri Manoj Kumar. 

S/o Shri Brahm Singh, 

C/o The Secretary, 

General Mazdoor Lai Jhanda Union, 
1-441, Karampura, 

New Delhi-110 015 

Versus 

1. The Assistant General Manager, 
HDFC Bank Ltd., 

C-5/32, Safdarjung Development Area, 
New Delhi-110 016 


...Workman 
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2. Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. 

Ltd., 

E 1/22A, 2 nd Floor, Opposite Income Tax Office, 

Jhandewalan Extension, 

New Delhi-110 055 ...Managements 

A complaint under Section 33A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) was filed by 
Shri Manoj Kumar claiming that an Industrial Dispute was 
referred by the appropriate Government vide Order No.L- 
12011/31/2012-IR(B-I) dated 13.08.2012, which was pending 
adjudication before this Tribunal. During pendency of 
the dispute before the Conciliation Officer, his services 
were terminated by H.D.F.C. Bank Ltd. on 26.09.2011 in an 
illegal manner, in violation of provision of Section 33 of 
the Act. It has been projected that an industrial dispute 
was raised before the Conciliation Officer, questioning his 
illegal transfer and on that matter conciliation proceedings 
were initiated. During pendency of those proceedings, 
before the Conciliation Officer, his services were terminated 
in an illegal manner. Considering all these facts, his 
complaint was registered as an industrial dispute and the 
managements were called. 

2. The workman herein, Shri Manoj Kumar, in his 
complaint has averred that he was appointed by the Branch 
Manager, Rohini Sector 11 branch of HDFC Bank Ltd. on 
18.10.2004 on the post of Field Executive and his last drawn 
wages was Rs.5045.00. Management No.2, Mass 
Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., 
is a sham contractor engaged by HDFC Bank Ltd., who is 
conducting unfair labour practice by employing a sham 
and nominal contractor, who are mere name lenders 
engaged for frivolous purposes with a view to defeat 
provisions of beneficial labour legislation. Management 
No.l used to payRs. 8077.00 and Rs. 1.85 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance but the contractor paid him only 
Rs.5045.00 as wages and Rs. 1.55 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance and was deducting Rs.2000.00 per 
month as kickback to be paid to Administration Staff of 
Management No. 1. EPF amount was being deducted since 
the date of joining of the workman herein but the same has 
neither been deposited in EPF office nor has any account 
number been given to them. A complaint was made by the 
workman herein to the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
against Management No.2 for non-payment of salary, 
forcibly obtaining signatures on blank paper, non-payment 
of minimum wages, non-regularization of his service. 
During pendency of the dispute, the workman herein was 
terminated from service without assigning any reason 
whatsoever and without paying service compensation, 
notice pay and without prior permission of the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner. Finally, a prayer has been made to 


pass order of regularization of the workman herein in 
service. 

3. Claim was demurred by HDFC Bank, 
Management No.l pleading that the claim petition is not 
maintainable as he was never appointed by the Bank at 
any point of time. He was neither paid monthly wages nor 
was he working under the control and supervision of the 
bank. The complaint is further not maintainable on the 
ground that the controversy involved between the parties 
in reference No.L-1201 l/30/2012-IR(B-l) dated 13.08.2012 
is similar to that of the present complaint inasmuch when 
the Bank has already taken plea that the workman herein 
was never in their employment and since the said case is 
still pending, the complaint is liable to be rejected. The 
bank has neither resorted to unfair labour practice nor 
was the contractor a mere name lender or paper agreement. 
There is no relationship of employer and employee 
between the bank and the workman herein and the nature 
of work performed by the workman herein was not of 
perennial nature. The claim is misdirected, ill conceived 
and against the replying management. No notice of demand 
was ever served on the Bank. The workman herein was an 
employee of the contractor who used to provide all 
statutory benefits to the workman herein. 

4. Management No.2, Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., in its written statement, 
has taken several preliminary objections, i.e. of non¬ 
espousal, lack of jurisdiction, reference being bad and 
being made in a mechanical manner, demand notice not 
being served etc. It has further been averred that the 
workman herein was never terminated by it. In fact, it was 
the workman himself who absented himself from duties 
despite issuance of several letters. It has been specifically 
denied that the workman herein joined the services with 
effect from 01.01.2007. In fact the claimant was appointed 
on 03.11.2009 and was under direct supervision and control 
of the bank. It is also denied that they are sham contractors. 
They entered into service provider’s agreement with the 
bank. The workman herein was being granted all statutory 
benefits such as ESI, EPF, bonus, leave wages etc. The 
bank is neither the employer of the workman herein, nor is 
he a permanent employee nor is his work of permanent 
nature. Contractors have denied that Rs.2000.00 was 
deducted from the workman herein every month in the 
name of kick back, or having forcefully obtained signatures 
of the workman herein on blank papers or having paid less 
than the minimum wages to them. Finally it has been 
averred that the workman herein is being marked absent 
in the register and he could still come and join the 
management, if he so desires. 
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5. Against this factual background, my learned 
predecessor framed the following issues: 


workman, received by the Central Government on 27/01/ 
2016. 


i. Whether the claimant is workman concerned 
in Industrial Dispute, which was pending 
before the Conciliation Officer on 05.09.2011? 


[No. L-12011/31/2012- IR(B-I)] 
VINAY KUMAR, Section Officer 


ii. Whether Mass Manpower Associated Service 
and Solution Pvt. Ltd., violated provisions of 
section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947? 

iii. Whether claimant is entitled for relief of 
reinstatement in service. 

6. Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the 
claimant but neither the claimant nor any authorized 
representative on his behalf appeared before this Tribunal 
despite granting of several opportunities. Thus, it is 
apparent that the claimant is no more interested in progress 
of the case on merits. 

7. Since the workman has neither put in his 
appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is 
left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute’ award. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : January 11,2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

'Tij Recti, 27 2016 

FT. 311. 166.—3il 4 ill Rl<h RjTF SIRReFT, 1947 
(1947 FT 14) F?1 &JRT 17 F> 3FJFFT R <^Rli| 4N<bK 
fib RRR'd R JRERTF F) TFRJ p|iilet<f>)' 3fR 
WdR cb*)cbw)' R Rm SFpfer R PlRte 3['l4i|)Rl<h Rftf 

if fFRRj FFFR 3[1 4 if) R|cb SlRfFTFT, R^cfl R TFTF 
(RfR TEEF 96/2012) fR FFTRTcT F^Ecfl t, Rf RRRf 
ERFTE fR 27/01 /2016 FTFT f3T 8F I 

[Tf. FFf—12011 /31 / 2012—SffR 3TR R[—(l)] 

fcERJ FFTR, 3FJTFT STRiFTR 


ANNEXURES 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAYTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 96/2012 


Shri Manoj Kumar, 

S/o Shri Brahm Singh, 

C/o The Secretary, 

General Mazdoor Lai Jhanda Union, 
1-441, Karampura, 

New Delhi 110015 

Versus 

1. The Assistant General Manager, 
HDFC Bank Ltd., 

C-5/32, Safdarjung Development Area, 
New Delhi 110016 


...Workman 


2. Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. 
Ltd., 

E 1/22A, 2 nd Floor, Opposite Income Tax Office, 
Jhandewalan Extension, 

New Delhi 110 055 ... Managements 

Brief facts giving rise to the above dispute are 
that appropriate Government referred a dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication vide order No.L-12011/31/2012- 
IR(B-I) dated 13.08.2012 with following terms: 

‘Whether Shri Manoj Kumar (2 nd ), S/o Shri Braham 
Singh working as Field Boy with the management 
of HDFC is a permanent workman of this management 
and the management of Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd. is sham and 
camouflage to deprive the workman his legal rights? 
To what relief the workman is entitled? 


New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 166. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 96/2012) of 
the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, No.l 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of HDFC Bank Ltd and their 


2. Statement of claim was filed by the workman 
herein, Shri Manoj Kumar, pleading that he was appointed 
by the Branch Manager, Safdarjung Enclave branch of 
HDFC Bank Ltd. on 01.01.2007 on the post of Field 
Executive and his last drawn wages was Rs.5045.00. 
Management No.2, Manpower Associated Services and 
Solutions Pvt. Ltd. is a sham contractor engaged by HDFC 
Bank Ltd., who is conducting unfair labour practice by 
employing a sham and nominal contractor, who are mere 
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name lenders engaged for frivolous purposes with a view 
to defeat provisions of beneficial labour legislation. 
Management No. 1 used to pay Rs.8077.00 and Rs. 1.85 per 
kilometre as conveyance allowance but the contractor 
paid him only Rs.5045.00 as wages and Rs. 1.55 per kilometre 
as conveyance allowance and was deducting Rs.2000.00 
per month as kickback to be paid to Administration Staff 
of Management No.l. EPF amount was being deducted 
since the date of joining of the workman herein but the 
same has neither been deposited in EPF office nor has any 
account number been given to them. A complaint was 
made by the workman herein to the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner against Management No.2 for non-payment 
of salary, forcibly obtaining signatures on blank paper, 
non-payment of minimum wages, non-regularization of his 
service. During pendency of the dispute, the workman 
herein was terminated from service without assigning any 
reason whatsoever and without paying service 
compensation, notice pay and without prior permission of 
the Assistant Labour Commissioner. Finally, a prayer has 
been made to pass order of regularization of the workman 
herein in service. 

3. Claim was demurred by HDFC Bank, 
Management No.l pleading that the claim petition is not 
maintainable as he was never appointed by the Bank at 
any point of time. He was neither paid monthly wages nor 
was he working under the control and supervision of the 
bank. The bank has neither resorted to unfair labour 
practice nor was the contractor a mere name lender or 
paper agreement. There is no relationship of employer 
and employee between the bank and the workman herein 
and the nature of work performed by the workman herein 
was not of perennial nature. The claim is misdirected, ill 
conceived and against the replying management. No 
notice of demand was ever served on the Bank. The 
workman herein was an employee of the contractor who 
used to provide all statutory benefits to the workman 
herein. 

4. Management No.2, Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., in its written statement, 
has taken several preliminary objections, i.e. of non¬ 
espousal, lack of jurisdiction, reference being bad and 
being made in a mechanical manner, demand notice not 
being served etc. It has further been averred that the 
workman herein was never terminated by it. In fact, it was 
the workman himself who absented himself from duties 
despite issuance of several letters. It has been specifically 
denied that the workman herein joined the services with 
effect from 01.01.2007. In fact the claimant was appointed 
on 03.11.2009 and was under direct supervision and control 
of the bank. It is also denied that they are sham 
contractors. They entered into service provider’s 
agreement with the bank. The workman herein was being 
granted all statutory benefits such as ESI, EPF, bonus, 
leave wages etc. The bank is neither the employer of the 


workman herein, nor is he a permanent employee nor is his 
work of permanent nature. Contractors have denied that 
Rs.2000.00 was deducted from the workman herein every 
month in the name of kick back, or having forcefully 
obtained signatures of the workman herein on blank papers 
or having paid less than the minimum wages to them. 
Finally it has been averred that the workman herein is 
being marked absent in the register and he could still come 
and join the management, if he so desires. 

5. Against this factual background, my learned 
predecessor, on 30.01.2013, framed the following issues: 

i. Whether the dispute has not acquired 
status of industrial dispute for want of 
espousal by a union or considerable 
number workmen in the establishment 
of the management? 

ii. Whether the claimant is absenting 
himself from duties with the contractor 
with effecting from 26.09. 2011? If yes, 
its effects. 

iii. As in terms of reference. 


6. Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the 
claimant but neither the claimant nor any authorized 
representative on his behalf appeared before this Tribunal 
despite granting of several opportunities. Thus, it is 
apparent that the claimant is no more interested in progress 
of the case on merits. 

7. Since the workman has neither put in his 
appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is 
left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute’ award. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : January 11,2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
'Jij Rc/l, 27 2016 

TFT. 3TT. 167-3ikRl<b frrfrc SlfSlPm, 1947 
(1947 4T 14) 4^ SRTT 17 4^ 314/N U I 3 4^4 JRTR 

tjTpijtTTR^ 4^ TFRJ Pi Hi vd chi’ sffc 

W44^ 4>*)4>k 1 3FJ4SJ 3 PlRte aikdlRlcb ftqrc B 

4^4 TR47R afM'lPcb STfSpRH, fp6vfl 4? 

(Wf WIT 87/2012) 4TT 444^14 4Rcfl t, 4Tl 4^i| 
JRTR Tpt 27/01 /2016 W7T f31T SIT I 

[TT. W-12011/19/2012. 31Tf 31R (#T—l)] 

frdH 474R, SRjRFT STfSrarft 
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New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 167. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 87/2012) of 
the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.l, 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of HDFC Bank Ltd. and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 


[No. L-12011/19/2012- IR(B-I)] 
VINAY KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAYTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 87/2012 


The President 

General Mazdoor Lai Jhanda Union, 

1-441, Karampura, 

New Delhi-110015 

...Workman 


Versus 

1. Mass Manpower Associated Services and 
Solutions Pvt. Ltd., 

E 1/22A, 2 nd Floor, Opposite Income Tax Office, 
Jhandewalan Extension, 

New Delhi-110 055 


2. HDFC Bank Ltd., 

C-5/32, Safdarjung Development Area, 

New Delhi 110016 

... Managements 

Brief facts giving rise to the above dispute are that 
appropriate Government referred a dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication vide order No.L-12011/19/2012-IR(B-I) 
dated 19.07.2012 with following terms: 

‘Whether Shri Sonu, S/o Shri Ratte Ram working as 
Field Boy with the management of HDFC is a permanent 
workman of this management and the management of Mass 
Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., 
is sham and camouflage to deprive the workman his legal 
rights? To what relief the workman is entitled? 

2. Statement of claim was filed by the workman 
herein, Shri Sonu, pleading that he was appointed by the 
Branch Manager, Vasant Vihar branch of HDFC Bank Ltd. 
in July 2005 on the post of Field Boy and his last drawn 


wages was Rs.5045.00. Management No.2, Mass 
Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., 
is a sham contractor engaged by HDFC Bank Ltd., who is 
conducting unfair labour practice by employing a sham 
and nominal contractor, who are mere name lenders 
engaged for frivolous purposes with a view to defeat 
provisions of beneficial labour legislation. Management 
No.l used to pay Rs.8077.00 and Rs.1.85 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance but the contractor paid him only 
Rs.5045.00 as wages and Rs. 1.55 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance and was deducting Rs.2000.00 per 
month as kickback to be paid to Administration Staff of 
Management No. 1. DPF amount was being deducted since 
the date of joining of the workman herein but the same has 
neither been deposited in EPF office nor has any account 
number been given to them. A complaint was made by the 
workman herein to the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
against Management No.2 for non-payment of salary, 
forcibly obtaining signatures on blank paper, non-payment 
of minimum wages, non-regularization of his service. 
During pendency of the dispute, the workman herein was 
terminated from service without assigning any reason 
whatsoever and without paying service compensation, 
notice pay and without prior permission of the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner. Finally, a prayer has been made to 
pass order of regularization of the workman herein in 
service. 

3. Claim was demurred by HDFC Bank, 
Management No.l pleading that the claim petition is not 
maintainable as he was never appointed by the Bank at 
any point of time. He was neither paid monthly wages nor 
was he working under the control and supervision of the 
bank. The workman herein was never in their employment. 
The bank has neither resorted to unfair labour practice 
nor was the contractor a mere name lender or paper 
agreement. There is no relationship of employer and 
employee between the bank and the workman herein and 
the nature of work performed by the workman herein was 
not of perennial nature. The claim is misdirected, ill 
conceived and against the replying management. No 
notice of demand was ever served on the Bank. The 
workman herein was an employee of the contractor who 
used to provide all statutory benefits to the workman 
herein. 

4. Management No.2, Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., in its written statement, 
has taken several preliminary objections, i.e. of non¬ 
espousal, lack of jurisdiction, reference being bad and 
being made in a mechanical manner, demand notice not 
being served etc. It has further been averred that the 
workman herein was never terminated by it. In fact, it was 
the workman himself who absented himself from duties 
despite issuance of several letters. It has been specifically 
denied that the workman herein joined the services with 
effect from July 2005. In fact, the contractors came into 
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existence in October 2008 and the claimant was appointed 
on 01.05.2009 and was under direct supervision and control 
of the bank. It is also denied that they are sham contractors. 
They entered into service provider’s agreement with the 
bank. The workman herein was being granted all statutory 
benefits such as ESI, EPF, bonus, leave wages etc. The 
bank is neither the employer of the workman herein, nor is 
he a permanent employee nor is his work of permanent 
nature. Contractors have denied that Rs.2000.00 was 
deducted from the workman herein every month in the 
name of kick back, or having forcefully obtained signatures 
of the workman herein on blank papers or having paid less 
than the minimum wages to them. Finally it has been 
averred that the workman herein is being marked absent 
in the register and he could still come and join the 
management, if he so desires. 

5. Against this factual background, my Learned 
Predecessor, on 18.01.2013, framed the following issues: 

(i) Whether Shri Sonu absented himself from duties 
with effect from 05.09.2011, as claimed by 
Management No.2? 

(ii) Whether any dispute arose for want of demand 
notice? 

(iii) As in terms of reference. 

(iv) Relief 

6. An application for casting of additional issue was 
moved by Shri Raj Rishi, A/R for the managements. 
Arguments was heard over the matter and the undernoted 
additional issue was cast by my Learned Predecessor on 
13.02.2013. 

‘Whether reference is bad for want of espousal by 
the union or a considerable number of workmen in the 
establishment of the management?’ 

7. Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the 
claimant but neither the claimant nor any authorized 
representative on his behalf appeared before this Tribunal 
despite granting of several opportunities. Thus, it is 
apparent that the claimant is no more interested in progress 
of the case on merits. 

8. Since the workman has neither put in his 
appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is 
left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute’ award. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : January 12,2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
'Tij Rccft, 27 R'-N'tl, 2016 

4T. 3Tf. 1 68. —sff d i|j Rl dp fkfTT SfPfRPFT, 1947 
(1947 44 14) 4?t EfRl 17 4> 3FJTR°T 3 4ikl4 4N<bK 


RlRk # 44444 4^ TT4T4 RptlWi sftT 
<h*jcbKj 41 sprier if RRte af'kd)Rl<b fkrc 
if cj>k|i| TR47R 3fj q i|j R| dp 3ffSf4T44, fkvfl 4^ W4 
wf WfT (93/2012) 4Tl WcblRld 4Rcfl t, 75 ft cfiklil 
TR444 47f 27/01 /2016 47f 4THT §34 SR I 

[R. Ref-12011/28/2012-34^ 3TT4 (ff-l)] 

fkPJ 44fR, 3FJ4FT SffSpFpt 


New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 168. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 93/2012) 
of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of HDFC Bank Ltd., and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 


[No. L-12011/28/2012- IR(B-I)] 
VINAY KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AYTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 93/2012 


Shri Mukesh Sharma 
S/o Shri Jai Kishan Sharma, 

C/o The Secretary, 

1-441, Karampura, 

New Delhi-110015 

...Workman 


Versus 

1. The Assistant General Manager, 

HDFC Bank Ltd., 

C-5/32, Safdarjung Development Area, 

New Delhi-110 016 

2. Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. 
Ltd., 

E 1/22A, 2 nd Floor, Opposite Income Tax Office, 
Jhandewalan Extension, 

New Delhi-110055 

... Managements 


Brief facts giving rise to the above dispute are that 
appropriate Government referred a dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication vide order No.L-1201 l/28/2012-IR(B-I) 
dated 13.08.2012 with following terms: 
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'Whether Shri Mukesh Sharma, S/o Shri Jai Kishan 
Sharma working as Field Boy with the management 
of HDFC is a permanent workman of this management 
and the management of Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., is sham and 
camouflage to deprive the workman his legal rights? 
To what relief the workman is entitled?’ 

2. Statement of claim was filed by the workman 
herein, Shri Mukesh Sharma, pleading that he was 
appointed by the Branch Manager, Vasant Kunj branch of 
HDFC Bank Ltd. on 21.11.2012 on the post of Field Boy 
and his last drawn wages was Rs.5045.00. Management 
No.2, Mass Manpower Associated Services and Solutions 
Pvt. Ltd., is a sham contractor engaged by HDFC Bank 
Ltd., who is conducting unfair labour practice by 
employing a sham and nominal contractor, who are mere 
name lenders engaged for frivolous purposes with a view 
to defeat provisions of beneficial labour legislation. 
Management No. 1 used to pay Rs.8077.00 and Rs. 1.85 per 
kilometre as conveyance allowance but the contractor 
paid him only Rs.5045.00 as wages and Rs. 1.55 per kilometre 
as conveyance allowance and was deducting Rs.2000.00 
per month as kickback to be paid to Administration Staff 
of Management No.l. EPF amount was being deducted 
since the date of joining of the workman herein but the 
same has neither been deposited in EPF office nor has any 
account number been given to them. A complaint was 
made by the workman herein to the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner against Management No.2 for non-payment 
of salary, forcibly obtaining signatures on blank paper, 
non-payment of minimum wages, non-regularization of his 
service. During pendency of the dispute, the workman 
herein was terminated from service without assigning any 
reason whatsoever and without paying service 
compensation, notice pay and without prior permission of 
the Assistant Labour Commissioner. Finally, a prayer has 
been made to pass order of regularization of the workman 
herein in service. 

3. Claim was demurred by HDFC Bank, 
Management No.l pleading that the claim petition is not 
maintainable as he was never appointed by the Bank at 
any point of time. He was neither paid monthly wages nor 
was he working under the control and supervision of the 
bank. The bank has neither resorted to unfair labour 
practice nor was the contractor a mere name lender or 
paper agreement. There is no relationship of employer 
and employee between the bank and the workman herein 
and the nature of work performed by the workman herein 
was not of perennial nature. The claim is misdirected, ill 
conceived and against the replying management. No 
notice of demand was ever served on the Bank. The 
workman herein was an employee of the contractor who 
used to provide all statutory benefits to the workman 
herein. 


4. Management No.2, Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., in its written statement, 
has taken several preliminary objections, i.e. of non¬ 
espousal, lack of jurisdiction, reference being bad and 
being made in a mechanical manner, demand notice not 
being served etc. It has further been averred that the 
workman herein was never terminated by it. In fact, it was 
the workman himself who absented himself from duties 
despite issuance of several letters. It has been specifically 
denied that the workman herein joined the services with 
effect from 21.11.2002. In fact the claimant was appointed 
on 01.06.2009 and was under direct supervision and control 
of the bank. It is also denied that they are sham 
contractors. They entered into service provider’s 
agreement with the bank. The workman herein was being 
granted all statutory benefits such as ESI, EPF, bonus, 
leave wages etc. The bank is neither the employer of the 
workman herein, nor is he a permanent employee nor is his 
work of permanent nature. Contractors have denied that 
Rs.2000.00 was deducted from the workman herein every 
month in the name of kick back, or having forcefully 
obtained signatures of the workman herein on blank papers 
or having paid less than the minimum wages to them. 
Finally it has been averred that the workman herein is 
being marked absent in the register and he could still come 
and join the management, if he so desires. 

5. Against this factual background, my Learned 
Predecessor, on 30.01.2013, framed the following issues: 

i. Whether the dispute has not acquired status of 
industrial dispute for want of espousal by a 
union or considerable number workmen in the 
establishment of the management? 

ii. Whether the claimant is absenting himself from 
duties with the contractor with effecting from 
26.09.2011? If yes, its effects. 

iii. As in terms of reference. 

6. Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the 
claimant but neither the claimant nor any authorized 
representative on his behalf appeared before this Tribunal 
despite granting of several opportunities. Thus, it is 
apparent that the claimant is no more interested in progress 
of the case on merits. 

7. Since the workman has neither put in his 
appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is 
left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute’ award. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : January 11,2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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Rij Rex/l, 27 R'-N'Tl, 2016 

3*1. 3TT. 169.—3] s k^ R|cb fklK SlkfkFT, 1947 
(1947 TJ 14) kj S4TTT 17 k 3F)TRU 3 <^kli| WFR 

kh felRl^ k M£lck k kTg fakvhki kfc 

TT^k cb*)cbK)' k eftrf, 3Fjkj 3 PlRkl kkkRl<h fklTC 

if kkfa xH^cbK 3(1 ^ii)Rcb skraNR, fkkl k Rwe 
(^k^ WIT 155/2012) kt UcblRld cfRTfr f, kt kkfa 
^RTfTR kt 27/01 /2016 kt W7T ^3H HT I 

[Tf. Tel—12011 /28/2012—3Uij 3TR (k-l)] 

fkw Tg^fR, sfjjtft kkhkt 


New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 169. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 155/ 
2012) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No.l, Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of HDFC Bank Ltd . and 
their workman, received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 


[No. L-12011/28/2012- IR(B-I)] 
VINAY KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AYTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 155/2012 


Shri Mukesh Sharma 
S/o Shri Jai Kishan Sharma, 

C/o The Secretary, 

General Mazdorr Lai Jhanda Union, 

1-441, Karampura, 

New Delhi-110015 

...Workman 


Versus 

1. The Assistant General Manager, 

HDFC Bank Ltd., 

C-5/32, Safdarjung Development Area, 

New Delhi-110 016 

2. Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. 

Ltd., 

E 1/22A, 2 nd Floor, Opposite Income Tax Office, 
Jhandewalan Extension, 

New Delhi-110055 


... Managements 


A complaint under Section 33A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) was filed by 
Shri Manoj Sharma claiming that an Industrial Dispute 
was referred by the appropriate Government vide Order 
No.L-12011/31/2012-IR(B-I) dated 13.08.2012, which was 
pending adjudication before this Tribunal. During 
pendency of the dispute before the Conciliation Officer, 
his services were terminated by H.D.F.C. Bank Ltd. on 
26.09.2011 in an illegal manner, in violation of provision of 
Section 33 of the Act. It has been projected that an industrial 
dispute was raised before the Conciliation Officer, 
questioning his illegal transfer and on that matter 
conciliation proceedings were initiated. During pendency 
of those proceedings, before the Conciliation Officer, his 
services were terminated in an illegal manner. Considering 
all these facts, his complaint was registered as an industrial 
dispute and the managements were called. 

2. The workman herein, Shri Mukesh Sharma, in 
his complaint has averred that he was appointed by the 
Branch Manager, Vasant Kunj branch of HDFC Bank 
Ltd. on 21.11.2012 on the post of Field Executive and 
his last drawn wages was Rs.5045.00. Management 
No.2, Mass Manpower Associated Services and 
Solutions Pvt. Ltd. is a sham contractor engaged by 
HDFC Bank Ltd., who is conducting unfair labour 
practice by employing a sham and nominal contractor, 
who are mere name lenders engaged for frivolous 
purposes with a view to defeat provisions of beneficial 
labour legislation. Management No.l used to pay 
Rs.8077.00 and Rs.1.85 per kilometre as conveyance 
allowance but the contractor paid him only Rs.5045.00 
as wages and Rs. 1.55 per kilometre as conveyance 
allowance and was deducting Rs.2000.00 per month as 
kickback to be paid to Administration Staff of 
Management No.l. EPF amount was being deducted 
since the date of joining of the workman herein but the 
same has neither been deposited in EPF office nor has 
any account number been given to them. A complaint 
was made by the workman herein to the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner against Management No.2 for 
non-payment of salary, forcibly obtaining signatures 
on blank paper, non-payment of minimum wages, non¬ 
regularization of his service. During pendency of the 
dispute, the workman herein was terminated from service 
without assigning any reason whatsoever and without 
paying service compensation, notice pay and without 
prior permission of the Assistant Labour Commissioner. 
Finally, a prayer has been made to pass order of 
regularization of the workman herein in service. 

3. Claim was demurred by HDFC Bank, 
Management No.l pleading that the claim petition is not 
maintainable as he was never appointed by the Bank at 
any point of time. He was neither paid monthly wages nor 
was he working under the control and supervision of the 
bank. The complaint is further not maintainable on the 
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ground that the controversy involved between the parties 
in reference NO.L-12011/28/2012-IR(B-l) dated 13.08.2012 
is similar to that of the present complaint inasmuch when 
the Bank has already taken plea that the workman herein 
was never in their employment and since the said case is 
still pending, the complaint is liable to be rejected. The 
bank has neither resorted to unfair labour practice nor 
was the contractor a mere name lender or paper agreement. 
There is no relationship of employer and employee 
between the bank and the workman herein and the nature 
of work performed by the workman herein was not of 
perennial nature. The claim is misdirected, ill conceived 
and against the replying management. No notice of demand 
was ever served on the Bank. The workman herein was an 
employee of the contractor who used to provide all 
statutory benefits to the workman herein. 

4. Management No.2, Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., in its written statement, 
has taken several preliminary objections, i.e. of non¬ 
espousal, lack of jurisdiction, reference being bad and 
being made in a mechanical manner, demand notice not 
being served etc. It has further been averred that the 
workman herein was never terminated by it. In fact, it was 
the workman himself who absented himself from duties 
despite issuance of several letters. It has been specifically 
denied that the workman herein joined the services with 
effect from 21.11.2002. In fact the claimant was appointed 
on 01.06.2009 and was under direct supervision and control 
of the bank. It is also denied that they are sham contractors. 
They entered into service provider’s agreement with the 
bank. The workman herein was being granted all statutory 
benefits such as ESI, EPF, bonus, leave wages etc. The 
bank is neither the employer of the workman herein, nor is 
he a permanent employee nor is his work of permanent 
nature. Contractors have denied that Rs.2000.00 was 
deducted from the workman herein every month in the 
name of kick back, or having forcefully obtained signatures 
of the workman herein on blank papers or having paid less 
than the minimum wages to them. Finally it has been 
averred that the workman herein is being marked absent 
in the register and he could still come and join the 
management, if he so desires. 

5. Against this factual background, my Learned 
Predecessor framed the following issues: 

i. Whether the claimant is workman concerned 
in Industrial Dispute, which was pending 
before the Conciliation Officer on 05.09.2011? 

ii. Whether MASS Manpower Associated 
Service and Solution Pvt. Ltd. violated 
provisions of section 33A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947? 


iii. Whether claimant is entitled for relief of 
reinstatement in service. 

6. Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the 
claimant but neither the claimant nor any authorized 
representative on his behalf appeared before this Tribunal 
despite granting of several opportunities. Thus, it is 
apparent that the claimant is no more interested in progress 
of the case on merits. 

7. Since the workman has neither put in his 
appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is 
left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute’ award. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : January 11,2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

Revfl, 27 2016 
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New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 170. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 88/2012) of 
the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.l, 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of HDFC Bank Ltd. and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 

[No. L-12011/20/2012- IR(B-I)] 
VINAY KUMAR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAYTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 88/2012 


The President 

General Mazdoor Lai Jhanda Union, 
1-441, Karampura, 

New Delhi-110015 

Versus 

1. HDFC Bank Ltd., 

C-5/32, Safdarjung Development Area, 
New Delhi-110016 


...Workman 


2. Mass Manpower Associated Services and 
Solutions Pvt. Ltd., 

E 1/22A, 2 nd Floor, Opposite Income Tax Office, 
Jhandewalan Extension, 

New Delhi-110 055 ... Managements 


Brief facts giving rise to the above dispute are 
that appropriate Government referred a dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication vide order No.L-12011/20/2012- 
IR(B-I) dated 20.07.2012 with following terms: 

"Whether the action of the management of HDFC 
Bank Ltd., and the management of Mass 
Manpower Associated Services and Solutions 
Pvt. Ltd. in terminating the services of Shri 
Amarjeet Singh, S/o Shri Avtar Singh with effect 
from 11.08.2011 is legal and justified?? To what 
relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. Statement of claim was filed by the workman 
herein, Shri Amarjeet Singh, pleading that he was appointed 
by the Branch Manager, Vasant Vihar branch of HDFC 
Bank Ltd. in luly 2007 on the post of Field Boy and his last 
drawn wages was Rs.5045.00. Management No.2, Mass 
Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd. is 
a sham contractor engaged by HDFC Bank Ltd., who is 
conducting unfair labour practice by employing a sham 
and nominal contractor, who are mere name lenders 
engaged for frivolous purposes with a view to defeat 
provisions of beneficial labour legislation. Management 
No.l used to pay Rs. 8077.00 and Rs.1.85 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance but the contractor paid him only 
Rs.5045.00 as wages and Rs. 1.55 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance and was deducting Rs. 2000.00 per 
month as kickback to be paid to Administration Staff of 
Management No. 1. DPF amount was being deducted since 
the date of joining of the workman herein but the same has 
neither been deposited in EPF office nor has any account 


number been given to them. A complaint was made by the 
workman herein to the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
against Management No.2 for non-payment of salary, 
forcibly obtaining signatures on blank paper, non-payment 
of minimum wages, non-regularization of his service. 
During pendency of the dispute, the workman herein was 
terminated from service without assigning any reason 
whatsoever and without paying service compensation, 
notice pay and without prior permission of the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner. Finally, a prayer has been made to 
pass order of regularization of the workman herein in 
service. 

3. Claim was demurred by HDFC Bank, Management 
No. 1 pleading that the claim petition is not maintainable as 
he was never appointed by the Bank at any point of time. 
He was neither paid monthly wages nor was he working 
under the control and supervision of the bank. The workman 
herein was never in their employment. The bank has neither 
resorted to unfair labour practice nor was the contractor a 
mere name lender or paper agreement. There is no 
relationship of employer and employee between the bank 
and the workman herein and the nature of work performed 
by the workman herein was not of perennial nature. The 
claim is misdirected, ill conceived and against the replying 
management. No notice of demand was ever served on the 
Bank. The workman herein was an employee of the 
contractor who used to provide all statutory benefits to the 
workman herein. 

4. Management No. 2, Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., in its written statement, 
has taken several preliminary objections, i.e. of non¬ 
espousal, lack of jurisdiction, reference being bad and 
being made in a mechanical manner, demand notice not 
being served etc. It has further been averred that the 
workman herein was never terminated by it. In fact, it was 
the workman himself who absented himself from duties 
despite issuance of several letters. It has been specifically 
denied that the workman herein joined the services with 
effect from July 2007. In fact, the contractors came into 
existence in October 2008 and the claimant was appointed 
on 21.11.2012 and was under direct supervision and control 
of the bank. It is also denied that they are sham contractors. 
They entered into service provider’s agreement with the 
bank. The workman herein was being granted all statutory 
benefits such as ESI, EPF, bonus, leave wages etc. The 
bank is neither the employer of the workman herein, nor is 
he a permanent employee nor is his work of permanent 
nature. Contractors have denied that Rs.2000.00 was 
deducted from the workman herein every month in the 
name of kick back, or having forcefully obtained signatures 
of the workman herein on blank papers or having paid less 
than the minimum wages to them. Finally it has been 
averred that the workman herein is being marked absent 
in the register and he could still come and join the 
management, if he so desires. 
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5. Against this factual background, my learned 
predecessor, on 18.01.2013, framed the following issues: 

(i) Whether Shri Amarjeet Singh absented himself 
from duties with effect from 01.08.2011, as claimed 
by Management No. 2? 

(ii) Whether any dispute arose for want of demand 
notice? 

(iii) As in terms of reference. 

(iv) Relief 

6. An application for casting of additional issue was 
moved by Shri Raj Rishi, A/R for the managements. 
Arguments was heard over the matter and the undernoted 
additional issue was cast by my learned predecessor on 
13.02.2013. 

“Whether reference is bad for want of espousal 
by the union or a considerable number of workmen 
in the establishment of the management?” 

7. Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the 
claimant but neither the claimant nor any authorized 
representative on his behalf appeared before this Tribunal 
despite granting of several opportunities. Thus, it is 
apparent that the claimant is no more interested in progress 
of the case on merits. 

8. Since the workman has neither put in his 
appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is 
left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute’ award. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : January 12,2016 


New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 171. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 95/2012) 
of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.l 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of HDFC Bank Ltd. and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 


[No. L-12011/30/2012- IR(B-I)] 
VINAY KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AYTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 95/2012 


Shri Manoj Kumar 
S/o Shri Kali Charan, 

C/o The Secretary, 

General Mazdoor Lai Jhanda Union, 
1-441, Karampura, 

New Delhi-110015 


Versus 


...Workman 


1. The Assistant General Manager, 
HDFC Bank Ltd., 

C-5/32, Safdarjung Development Area, 
New Delhi-110 016 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

Revfr, 27 2016 
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2. Mass Manpower Associated Services and 
Solutions Pvt. Ltd., 

E 1/22A, 2 nd Floor, Opposite Income Tax Office, 

Jhandewalan Extension, 

New Delhi-110 055 ... Managements 

Brief facts giving rise to the above dispute are that 
appropriate Government referred a dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication vide order No.L-1201 l/30/2012-IR(B-I) 
dated 13.08.2012 with following terms: 

“Whether Shri Manoj Kumar, S/o Shri Kali Charan 
working as Field Boy with the management of HDFC 
is a permanent workman of this management and 
the management of Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., is sham and 
camouflage to deprive the workman his legal rights? 
To what relief the workman is entitled?” 
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2. Statement of claim was filed by the workman 
herein, Shri Manoj Kumar, pleading that he was appointed 
by the Branch Manager, Rohini Sector 11 branch of HDFC 
Bank Ltd. on 18.10.2004 on the post of Field Boy and his 
last drawn wages was Rs. 5045.00. Management No. 2, 
Mass Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. 
Ltd., is a sham contractor engaged by HDFC Bank Ltd., 
who is conducting unfair labour practice by employing a 
sham and nominal contractor, who are mere name lenders 
engaged for frivolous purposes with a view to defeat 
provisions of beneficial labour legislation. Management 
No.l used to pay Rs.8077.00 and Rs. 1.85 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance but the contractor paid him only 
Rs.5045.00 as wages and Rs. 1.55 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance and was deducting Rs. 2000.00 per 
month as kickback to be paid to Administration Staff of 
Management No. 1. EPF amount was being deducted since 
the date of joining of the workman herein but the same has 
neither been deposited in EPF office nor has any account 
number been given to them. A complaint was made by the 
workman herein to the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
against Management No. 2 for non-payment of salary, 
forcibly obtaining signatures on blank paper, non-payment 
of minimum wages, non-regularization of his service. 
During pendency of the dispute, the workman herein was 
terminated from service without assigning any reason 
whatsoever and without paying service compensation, 
notice pay and without prior permission of the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner. Finally, a prayer has been made to 
pass order of regularization of the workman herein in 
service. 

3. Claim was demurred by HDFC Bank, Management 
No. 1 pleading that the claim petition is not maintainable as 
he was never appointed by the Bank at any point of time. 
He was neither paid monthly wages nor was he working 
under the control and supervision of the bank. The bank 
has neither resorted to unfair labour practice nor was the 
contractor a mere name lender or paper agreement. There is 
no relationship of employer and employee between the bank 
and the workman herein and the nature of work performed 
by the workman herein was not of perennial nature. The 
claim is misdirected, ill conceived and against the replying 
management. No notice of demand was ever served on the 
Bank. The workman herein was an employee of the 
contractor who used to provide all statutory benefits to the 
workman herein. 

4. Management No. 2, Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., in its written statement, 
has taken several preliminary objections, i.e. of non¬ 
espousal, lack of jurisdiction, reference being bad and 
being made in a mechanical manner, demand notice not 
being served etc. It has further been averred that the 
workman herein was never terminated by it. In fact, it was 
the workman himself who absented himself from duties 
despite issuance of several letters. It has been specifically 


denied that the workman herein joined the services with 
effect from 18.10.2014. In fact the claimant was appointed 
in April 2009 and was under direct supervision and control 
of the bank. It is also denied that they are sham 
contractors. They entered into service provider’s 
agreement with the bank. The workman herein was being 
granted all statutory benefits such as ESI, EPF, bonus, 
leave wages etc. The bank is neither the employer of the 
workman herein, nor is he a permanent employee nor is his 
work of permanent nature. Contractors have denied that 
Rs.2000.00 was deducted from the workman herein every 
month in the name of kick back, or having forcefully 
obtained signatures of the workman herein on blank papers 
or having paid less than the minimum wages to them. 
Finally it has been averred that the workman herein is 
being marked absent in the register and he could still come 
and join the management, if he so desires. 

5. Against this factual background, my Learned 
Predecessor, on 30.01.2013, framed the following issues: 

i. Whether the dispute has not acquired status of 
industrial dispute for want of espousal by a union 
or considerable number workmen in the 
establishment of the management? 

ii. Whether the claimant is absenting himself from 
duties with the contractor with effecting from 
29.07.2011? If yes, its effects. 

iii. As in terms of reference. 

6. An application for casting of additional issue was 
moved by Shri Raj Rishi, A/R for the managements. 
Arguments was heard over the matter and the under-noted 
additional issue was cast by my learned predecessor on 
06.03.2013: 

‘Whether the dispute has not acquired status of 
an industrial dispute for want of espousal by a 
union or considerable number of the workmen in 
the establishment of the management ?’ 

7. Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the 
claimant but neither the claimant nor any authorized 
representative on his behalf appeared before this Tribunal 
despite granting of several opportunities. Thus, it is 
apparent that the claimant is no more interested in progress 
of the case on merits. 

8. Since the workman has neither put in his 
appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is 
left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute’ award. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : January 11,2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 172. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 120/2012) 
of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.l 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of HDFC Bank Ltd. and 
their workman, received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 


[No. L-12011/30/2012- IR(B-I)] 
VINAY KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAYTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 120/2012 


Shri Manoj Kumar 
S/o Shri Kali Charan, 

C/o The Secretary, 

General Mazdoor Lai Jhanda Union, 
1-441, Karampura, 

New Delhi-110015 

Versus 

1. The Assistant General Manager, 
HDFC Bank Ltd., 

C-5/32, Safdarjung Development Area, 
New Delhi-110 016 


...Workman 


2. Mass Manpower Associated Services and 
Solutions Pvt. Ltd., 

E 1/22A, 2 nd Floor, Opposite Income Tax Office, 
Jhandewalan Extension, 

New Delhi-110 055 ... Managements 


A complaint under Section 33A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) was filed by Shri 
Manoj Kumar claiming that an Industrial Dispute was 
referred by the appropriate Government vide Order 
No. L-12011/30/2012-IR(B-I) dated 13.08.2012, which was 
pending adjudication before this Tribunal. During 
pendency of the dispute before the Conciliation Officer, 
his services were terminated by HDFC Bank Ltd., on 
29.07.2011 in an illegal manner, in violation of provision of 
Section 33 of the Act. It has been projected that an industrial 
dispute was raised before the Conciliation Officer, 
questioning his illegal transfer and on that matter 
conciliation proceedings were initiated. During pendency 
of those proceedings, before the Conciliation Officer, his 
services were terminated in an illegal manner. Considering 
all these facts, his complaint was registered as an industrial 
dispute and the managements were called 

2. The workman herein, Shri Manoj Kumar, in his 
complaint has averred that he was appointed by the Branch 
Manager, Rohini Sector 11 branch of HDFC Bank Ltd. on 
18.10.2004 on the post of Field Executive and his last drawn 
wages was Rs.5045.00. Management No.2, Mass 
Manpower Associated Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., 
is a sham contractor engaged by HDFC Bank Ltd., who is 
conducting unfair labour practice by employing a sham 
and nominal contractor, who are mere name lenders 
engaged for frivolous purposes with a view to defeat 
provisions of beneficial labour legislation. Management 
No.l used to pay Rs.8077.00 and Rs.1.85 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance but the contractor paid him only 
Rs.5045.00 as wages and Rs. 1.55 per kilometre as 
conveyance allowance and was deducting Rs.2000.00 per 
month as kickback to be paid to Administration Staff of 
Management No. 1. EPF amount was being deducted since 
the date of joining of the workman herein but the same has 
neither been deposited in EPF office nor has any account 
number been given to them. A complaint was made by the 
workman herein to the Assistant Labour Commissioner 
against Management No.2 for non-payment of salary, 
forcibly obtaining signatures on blank paper, non-payment 
of minimum wages, non-regularization of his service. 
During pendency of the dispute, the workman herein was 
terminated from service without assigning any reason 
whatsoever and without paying service compensation, 
notice pay and without prior permission of the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner. Finally, a prayer has been made to 
pass order of regularization of the workman herein in 
service. 

3. Claim was demurred by HDFC Bank, 
Management No.l pleading that the claim petition is not 
maintainable as he was never appointed by the Bank at 
any point of time. He was neither paid monthly wages nor 
was he working under the control and supervision of the 
bank. The complaint is further not maintainable on the 
ground that the controversy involved between the parties 
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ill reference No. L-1201 l/30/2012-IR(B-l) dated 13.08.2012 
is similar to that of the present complaint inasmuch when 
the Bank has already taken plea that the workman herein 
was never in their employment and since the said case is 
still pending, the complaint is liable to be rejected. The 
bank has neither resorted to unfair labour practice nor 
was the contractor a mere name lender or paper agreement. 
There is no relationship of employer and employee 
between the bank and the workman herein and the nature 
of work performed by the workman herein was not of 
perennial nature. The claim is misdirected, ill conceived 
and against the replying management. No notice of demand 
was ever served on the Bank. The workman herein was an 
employee of the contractor who used to provide all 
statutory benefits to the workman herein. 

4. Management No.2, Mass Manpower Associated 
Services and Solutions Pvt. Ltd., in its written statement, 
has taken several preliminary objections, i.e. of non¬ 
espousal, lack of jurisdiction, reference being bad and 
being made in a mechanical manner, demand notice not 
being served etc. It has further been averred that the 
workman herein was never terminated by it. In fact, it was 
the workman himself who absented himself from duties 
despite issuance of several letters. It has been specifically 
denied that the workman herein joined the services with 
effect from 18.10.2004. In fact the claimant was appointed 
in April, 2009 and was under direct supervision and control 
of the bank. It is also denied that they are sham contractors. 
They entered into service provider’s agreement with the 
bank. The workman herein was being granted all statutory 
benefits such as ESI, EPF, bonus, leave wages etc. The 
bank is neither the employer of the workman herein, nor is 
he a permanent employee nor is his work of permanent 
nature. Contractors have denied that Rs. 2000.00 was 
deducted from the workman herein every month in the 


name of kick back, or having forcefully obtained signatures 
of the workman herein on blank papers or having paid less 
than the minimum wages to them. Finally it has been 
averred that the workman herein is being marked absent 
in the register and he could still come and join the 
management, if he so desires. 

5. Against this factual background, my learned 
predecessor framed the following issues: 

i. Whether the claimant is workman concerned 
in Industrial Dispute, which was pending 
before the Conciliation Officer on 05.09.2011? 

ii. Whether Mass Manpower Associated Service 
and Solution Pvt. Ltd., violated provisions of 
section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947? 

iii. Whether claimant is entitled for relief of 
reinstatement in service. 

6. Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the 
claimant but neither the claimant nor any authorized 
representative on his behalf appeared before this Tribunal 
despite granting of several opportunities. Thus, it is 
apparent that the claimant is no more interested in progress 
of the case on merits. 

7. Since the workman has neither put in his 
appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his 
cause against the management, as such, this Tribunal is 
left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute’ award. 
Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, for publication. 

Dated : January 11, 2016 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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